Alan Theisen
While recuperating from a recent illness, I had the opportunity to catch up on a little reading pertaining to musicology. One book I decided to read was Source Readings in Music History: The Twentieth Century, edited by Oliver Strunk (with the revised edition edited by Leo Treitler and Robert P. Morgan). The anthology provides essays and articles on 20th century art music, written by leading composers and critics from that era such as Schoenberg, Busoni, and Adorno. However, I found the essay penned by American composer Evan Ziporyn, titled "Who Listens If You Care?" to be intellectually irresponsible and of dubious taste.
It would be easy to dismi ss this man's statements, but the assertions presented are so terrifying that as a person who regards his values of human integrity and art highly, I feel it necessary to criticize and expose the fraud committed against the reader.
Ziporyn presents the notion of "Marxist music," the principle being that no musical material could for any intelligent individual to recognize the fundamental root of Ziporyn's argument: the justification of a lazy, mediocre composer to rob the ideas of a productive, original artist. However, to mask his role of artistic moocher, he continues to provide a smokescreen of false evidence to support his relativist position.
Ziporyn decides that all-inclusiveness has become a characteristic of music in our cultural aesthetic, and a very marketable one at that. He claims that once upon a time, we could objectify a musical response, but due to the homogenizing of musical ideals, this is no longer so. This has progressed to such an extent that "even when you try, it's impossible to take any cohesive stance toward any piece of music" (Strunk 44).
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Without checking his premises, he assumes this statement to be true. This allows the intellectually inferior, chasing the unearned dollar, to subsume any existing music, past or present, into his or her own compositions. These musical communists provide a heap of sonic garbage that drugs the listener and reaches for his or her pocketbook. Here we come to composers "should be able to take whatever they want from whomever they want and use it as they see fit" (Strunk 42). He partially attributes this superficial attitude toward what he calls the daunting task of "finding a The terror is realized. To j ustify the fai lure of poor composers (those without originality or goals), Ziporyn advocates the destruction of prop- Issue 1 J-------- .>' . . oJ{, wasn't yours! You stole it from someone elsethat's all ! And I need it more than you!" By nature of the system, no person with the intelligence to produce works of art would do so. Ziporyn's theft negates two necessary elements of How would these works of "originality" be produced and by whom? By what standard does he dare offer that this system is moral or just?
He submits no answers, nor could he ever. Ziporyn's intellectual communism precludes (actually, necessitates) a like economic system. A composer, like any other productive and working person, must earn his food due to his efforts. I fl, as a composer, give of my means to another due to his necessity, I negate my power to provide for my well-being. This policy of altruism extends past the arts and into the realm of total economics. Lawyers would have to give free legal advice, doctors would perform operations at no charge, and janitors would clean toilets without compensation; after all, as Ziporyn would state, their minds contain no valuable property or learned skills.
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